
\ 

.,,.,'- ~'. '.~ '; 1: : i.', ' ," ( \ .... ~ ~ . ~ ,~ .... 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.





\. 

Work and Training Release 
In 

Washington 

David Fulton 

Office of Research 

Department of Social and Health Services 
Planning and Research Division 

Ralph Littlestone, Director 
Olympia, Hashington 98504 

May 1976 



STATE OF VJASHINGTON 
Daniel J. Evans, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES 
Milton Burdman, Secretary 

PLANNING AND RESEARCH DIVISION 
Ralph Littlestone, Director 

OFFICE OF RESEARCH 
Cameron R. Dightman, Acting Chief 



ACKNm-lLEDGEMENTS 

I should like to acknowledge the assistance of the administrators 

and staff of the Division of Adult Corrections, without whose 

support this project could not have been completed, and the help of 

Susan Buchholz and Kathi Rossmaier in compiling the data. Also, I 

wish to thank Ralph Smith for his very valuable efforts in helping 

produce the data base, editing the text, and making suggestions that 

facilitated the conduct of the study. Lastly, I appreciate the 

efficiency and patience displayed by Betty Ford in typing and revising 

the text. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

List of Tables . . 

Summary ... 

Introduction . 

Subjects . 

Methods 

Results 

Overall Comparisons 

Offense 

Age .. 

Public Assistance Recipients 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse 

Race 

First vs. Repeat Offenders 

Work Release and Parole . . 

Work vs. Training Release 

Variation Among Work Release Facilities 

Education .. 

Program Costs 

Discussion 

Appendices 

Bibliography 

iii 

1 

6 

9 

11 

11 

12 

15 

17 

17 

20 

20 

25 

27 

27 

30 

30 

35 

43 

45 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Title 

1 Comparison of Base Expectancy Score Distributions Between Work 
Releasees and a Nonwork Release Control Group . . • . . . 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Parole Outcomes for Work Releasp.es and Nonwork Releasees, 
Stratified on Base Expectancy Score Levels .. . • . . . 

Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by 
Type of Offense, Stratified on Base Expectancy Score Level 

Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by Age 

Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, Based 
on Receipt of Public Assistance at Time of Arrest, Stratified on 
Base Expectancy Score Level . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . 

Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by 
History of Alcohol or Drug Abuse . . . • . . • . . . 

7 Chi Square Tests of the Difference in Parole Outcome for Work 

Page 

8 

l3 

14 

16 

18 

19 

Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by History of Drug Abuse 21 

8 Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by Race 
Stratified on Base Expectancy Score Levels .. . . . . . • . . . 22 

9 Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by Type 
of Conuni tment . . It • •• ••••••••••• 0 • • • • 24 

10 Comparison of Parole Outcomes for Work Release Program Successes, 
Work Release Program Failures, and Nonwork Releasees .•...• 26 

11 Comparison of Parole Outcomes Between Work Releasees and Training 
Releasees . .. ......... Q • • • • • • • • • 28 

12 Parole Outcomes for Outside Work Releasees, by Facility . . 29 

13 Parole Outcomes for Work Releasees and Nonwork Releasees, by 
Highest Grade Completed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • 31 

14 

15 

16 

Cost Comparison of Work Release, Incarceration, and Parole 

Actual and Estimated Earnings of and Selected Disbursements from 
the Earnings of Work Releasees . . . . . .. .....• 

Comparison of Work Release Success/Failure with Parole Success/ 
Failure for Inside and Outside Work Releasees . . • . • . • 

32 

33 

40 





SUMMARY 

Work and training release is intended to promote the successful reentry 

into society of persons being released from prison by providing: 1) voca

tional training, work experience or academic training to improve employability 

and 2) supervision during the transition period to help the re1easees make 

a good start while ensuring public safety. The purpose of this study is to 

determine to what extent the Work and Training Release Program in Washington 

State has been meeting these goals. 

To test the effect of work release on parole outcome, comparisons were 

made between the parole success rates of work re1easees and a control group 

of those who had been approved for but did not participate in work release 

from July 1, 1971 through June 30, 1973. Most comparisons between these 

groups were made between subgroups stratified by parole base expectancy 

scores. These comparisons indicate that work release participation is asso

ciated with parole success for certain kinds of offenders but it does not 

appear to affect parole outcome for other offender subgroups. Participation 

does not adversely affect parole outcomes for any segment of the offender 

population. In virtually all factors used for comparisons, the work release 

gr.oup performed better, though not always at statistically significant levels. 

In several comparisons, work release success rates were approximately ten 

percent higher than for nonparticipants, increasing success rates from 60-65% 

to 70-75%. 

The offenders that seemed to benefit most from participation in the 

work release program were those convicted of property related 'crimes. The 

parole success rates of nonproperty offenders did not seem affected by work 

release. The benefits of participation for property offenders were reaffirmed 
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by significant positive correlations between work release partici"pation and 

parole success for persons in the two lower base expectancy score strata and 

for recommitments; both of these groups include a preponderance of property 

offenders. First offenders and persons with "high" base expectancy scores 

did not appear to benefit, in terms of recidivism rates, from work release. 

Persons on public assistance at the time of arrest demonstrated signi

ficantly better parole outcomes after going through work release. This 

group. is also over-represented by property offenders. 

Other demographic characteristics tested included age, race, and highest 

grade completed in school. No significant relationships were found for these 

variables. 

Persons with a history of drug abuse who participated in work release 

manifested significantly better parole outcomes than those who did not. A 

similar trend was found for persons with a history of alcohol abuse but the 

relationship did not quite attain statistical significance. 

Variables related more to the program than to individual characteristics 

when tested. First, successful completion of a work release program was 

found to be predictive of parole success. This relationship held for both 

work programs and training programs. It also held for both "inside" (those 

housed at a state correctional institution) and "outside" (those housed in 

community-based facilities) work release programs. Successful completion of 

an outside work release program proved to have the greater predictive power. 

There was a tendency among outside facilities for smaller facilities to pro

duce better parole outcomes. Length of stay on work release did not signifi

cantly relate to parole outcome, but persons on work release four-to-six 

months did somewhat better than persons on work release for either shorter 

or longer periods of time. Work release failures did no worse on parole 
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than did nonwork releasees. 

The available data suggests that work release is cost effective when 

compared to institutionalization; however, a follow-up analysis of a later 

period in which data'are much more complete is needed before assertions 

can be made about the cost-effectiveness of work release. 

v 
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INTRODUCTION 

The first Work/Training Release Program for Washington State adult felons 

was authorized by the State Legislature pursuant to the 1967 Work Release Law. 

This legislation enabled adult correctional authorities to approve work 

release or training release plans for persons confined to adult correctional 

institutions. Such plans involve the relea~e from full-time institutional 

supervision of selected felony prisoners for the purpose of working at paid 

employment and/or participating in an academic or vocational training program. 

Persons involved in release programs are confined in a state correctional 

institution inside work release, an approved county or city jailor other 

supervised facility outside work release during all non-work trairling hours. 

The person is considered to be on work release if he in on the job either 

as a regular employee or as a salaried trainee. If the individual is attend-

ing a college or vocational school or is in a training capacity without 

salary, he is deemed to be on training release. Some persons may hold a job 

and at the same time attend college. In such cases, the individual is 

labeled as a work releasee or training releasee depending on whichever 

activity predominates. 

During the period of this study, placement on work/training release was 

to a considerable degree a self-selection process. Typically the prisoner 

made his own contacts with potential employers or educational programs. Such 

contacts were usually made before the inmate was declared eligible for work 

1/ release,- so that some risk was involved. Some inmates were discouraged 

1/ The term "~.,ork release" will be used in the generic sense in this 
report to refer to either a work or a training program. 
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from the application process by doubts of their being declared eligible or 

by further doubts that an employer would hold a job open long enough for work 

release approval to be· processed, approved, and placement effected. Infact, as far 

as we can discern, a considerable portion of the control group (who were 

approved for but never placed on work release) lost their prospective programs 

because of the length ane tentativeness of the approval process. Such 

extraneous factors, rather· than individual differences, appear to distinguish 

between the control and experimental groups. It should be noted that since 

the time of the study, the approval process !las been greatly streamlined. 

Selection criteria for work release placement included considerations 

such as type of offense and special notoriety; but mainly, each work release 

applic::l.nt was accer':ed or denied on the basis of his individual situation. 

One primary consideration for all applicants was the amount of time left 

to serve. One year was usually the maximum. 

The reason for the emphasis on the work releasees having minimal time 

left to serve was the expectation that the great majority would be paroled 

directly from their work release program. To give a prisoner a taste of 

freedom on work release and expect him subsequently to return to an institu

tion would be inviting escape or behavior problems after return to the 

institution. 

The inside work release program, in which the releasee is housed in a 

minimum security portion of one of the major institutions, is administered 

by the Division of Adult Corrections. The Jffice of Probation and Parole 

conducts the outside work release programs, residents of which live in 

an approved facility in the various communities. The hours of absence each 

day of participation for the inside work releasee are about all that distin

guish his situation from that of other minimum custody residents at an 
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institution. Outside work releasees, although required to be at the facility 

when not participating in their programs, generally have considerable freedom 

to do errands, with varying supervision, or to go on numerous outings with 

approved personal sponsors. Frequent furloughs (e.g. weekends) often accrue 

to the outside work releasee. 

Persons participating in educational, vocational, or other non-salaried 

activities are eligible for certain kinds of financial assistance such as 

that provided by the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, The Manpower 

Development and Training Act or the G.I. Bill. 

After taxes and other typical payroll deductions are paid, monies earned 

by releasees holding salaried employment are turned over to adult correctional 

authorities. Out of these funds, the resident pays room and board and con

tributes to the support of his dependents. He may, in addition, pay 

restitution or payments to creditors. Remaining funds (except a personal

incidentals sum) are deposited in the participant's personal account until 

his parole or discharge. 

All references in this paper to work and training releases refer only 

to those persons released from Washington State Adult Correctional Institutions 

and do not include misdemeanants, federal prisoners, or probationers who 

might have participated in the program. 

The focus of this paper will be to identify those subgroups of the 

prisoner popu~ation who, in terms of their subsequent parole-success record, 

appear to have benefited most from participation in a work or training 

release program. It was never anticipated that the work release program 

would ensure parole success for all of its participants. Howeyer, underlying 

the program is the expectation that opportunities provided by the work 

release program will, in a significant number of cases, help participants 
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become involved in legitimate occupational activities and avoid unlawful ones. 

A review of the literature reveals somewhat conflicting results. Both 

North Carolina and Michigan reported successful results from work release, 

as measured by the incidence of recidivism. Pennsylvania reports that their 

Community Treatment Services Program, which is a work-release type of program 

with additional treatment services, " ... shows a dramatic drop in the commission 

and conviction of new crimes ... " for their residents in comparison with persons 

paroled directly from institutions. In California, the Santa Clara County 

Work Furlough Program reported reduced recidivism when work furloughees were 

matched on several criteria with a group of non-program parolees. However, 

a subsequent statewide California study questions any benefical effects of 

work release participation upon subsequent parole behavior. This study asserts 

that work release " ..• does not reduce state expenditures; ... increased time 

served in prison for the program's participants; ... " and " ... since it 'tests' 

prisoner behavior on different bases than parole, may represent a poor pre

dictor of parole behavior." (Bass, 1975) The first recommendation of this 

California study was to consider eliminating the program as it existed at the 

time of the study (fiscal years 1969 and 1970). 

Such diversity in results form work release studies might well be expected 

because each study takes a different approach to different study groups 

participating in different programs. There is no standardized approach to the 

evaluation of work release. Offender populations of various states cannot 

be assumed to be homogeneous; and the work release subpopulations are selected 

by divergent criteria. The various programs are administered in different 

ways by people of varying backgrounds and values. All of these factors combine 

to pr~duce results that are difficult to generalize beyond the study populations. 
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Rather than attempt to reconcile these differences, the task of this 

study will be to present an evaluation specific to the work release program 

as it has affected the prison population in Washington State.1/ 

l/see also: Washington State Prisoners Work Release Program: An 
Evaluation, a master's thesis, Western Washington State College, 
July, 1974, by Christine E. Gowdey. Ms. Gowdey discusses success 
within the program itself and the criteria for selecting work re
leases. Neither aspect is an issue in this study. The DSHS 
Interim Report previously cited also discusses work release program 
success/failure. 
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SUBJECTS 

The subjects for this study include all persons who ~ither participated 

in the work/training release program or who were approved for but did not 

actually participate in the program between July 1, 1971, and June 30, 1973, 

and who were subsequently paroled. By comparing the work release group with 

the group that had also been approved for work release (rather than com-

paring them with the general resident population), the effect of any criteria 

in the selection process itself would tend to make those approved 

for work release different from the general resident population 

minimal. There should be no consistent bias between the experimental 

and control groups as selected -- an assertion that could not have been 

made had the control group been chosen at random from the total population. 

There were 975 in the experimental group (those who participated in 

work/training release) and 186 in the comparison group. (These totals Will 

not appear in all comparisons because some data items were either not 

reported or unreliable.) 

Most of the intergroup comparisons do nut involve either entire group. 

Instead, most comparisons are made of groups. The experimental and control 

groups were stratified on the basis of scores derived from the 1974 

Washington State Parole Base Expectancy Study. This study developed a 

scoring technique for predicting the likelihood of parole success for each 

person. The higher the score, the better the outlook. The base expec-

tancy (B.E.) scores employ the five items found most predictive of parole 
. 

success: " ... 1) whether the parolee was married and/or had one or mnc~ 

dependents; 2) whether the crime for which the present sentence in being 

served was a property offense; 3) whether the parolee has difficulty with 

-6-

--



alcohol and/or if alcohol was in some way connected with the crime for 

which the present sentence is being served; 4) whether the parolee has 

been committed to an institution as a juvenile; and 5) the number of 

technical violations during the last peri.od of community supervision. ,,~/ 

The first item correlated positively with parole success; the remaining 

four correlated negatively. 

Items were tested using stepwise multiple regression techniques and, 

on the basis of these techniques, were analysed using two separate 

definitions of failure and three separate follow-up periods. Of the several 

equations developed in the Parole Base Expectancy Study, the one using 

Definition B,~/ with twelve-months follow up was selected for use in the 

present study. Utilizing this definition, the range of B.E. scores was from 

.824 down to .405. 

The distribution of B.E. scores over the range lent itself well to 

stratification into a trichotomy as follows: "high," .715 - .824; "medium" 

.537 - .654; "low," .405 - .474. No scores fell into the interstices between 

these categories. Comparison of the scores of the experimental and control 

groups indicated that the two groups do not differ significantly in regard to 

their B.E. score distributions, the resulting chi square of 4.618 not reaching 

the .05 level of signifcance. Tab 1 e I shows this comparison. 

Comparison of the means of the base-expectancy score distributions further 

revealed the similarity of the two groups on the variable with a means of .611 

for the experimental group and a mean of .591 for the controls. 

l/DSHS 1974. 
2/See appendix A, page 43. 
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TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS 

BETWEEN WORK RELEASEES AND NONWORK RELEASE CONTROL GROUp.!.1 

Work Re1easees Non-Work Re1easees 

B.E. Level Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 973 100.0 186 100.0 

High 268 27.5 46 24.7 

Medium 463 47.6 80 43.0 

Low 242 24.9 60 32.3 

.!./The 4.618 chi square resulting from this distribution of 
scores was not statistically significant. 
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METHODS 

The primary data base for this Work Release Evaluation Project has been 

a special work release computer tape (the construction of which Wa\3 made 

possible through the funding of LEAA Grant No. 434). This data base consists 

of the items which form the primary and summary files of both the !'esident 

and nonresident portions of the DSHS population system. The primary and 

summary records of only the subjects for this study were duplicated and 

stored on the separate work release tape. 

An additional documentary source of information, pertaining to each 

persons's work release activities, was needed. The Work and Training Program 

Summary Report, was developed for this purpose. This report includes 

information regarding the type of release program, earnings and other 

financial data, and reasons for termination from the program. 

Considerable difficulty was encolli"'1.tered in the attempt to gather complete 

data fo! all of the work release subjects. Even trips by project personnel 

to the various record offices to glean the data from other documents did 

not produce all of the desired information. Records for the period covered 

by ~his project were not as rigorously kept then as they have been subsequently. 

In addition, some collected information was lost when the central collection 

point was moved. 

The incompleteness of data has restricted the scope of this project. 

Further restriction has been imposed by obvious unreliability in some of 

the Termination Reports items. Where reporting was unclear, items were 

included only if examination of a file dump made clear what the reported 

item should be. Items which could not be resolved, as well as unreported 
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items, are not included in this study. Where the data are not reliable, 

conclusions and predictions are withheld. 

Because the data for this study are all nominal (e.g., person offenders 

vs. property offenders) or ordinal (e.g., "high" and "low" B.E. scores), 

the primary statistic employed in the evaluation of both intergroup and 

intragroup relationships is the chi square test of significance. 

The criteria against which the variable utilized in this study were 

measured were success and failure on parole. One of the prime justifi

cations for the work release program is that it better prepares the parolee 

to adjust acceptably to society by providing him with necessary work

related skills and/or by serving as a transition between the highly 

structured prison regimen and the "free" life. The most generally accepted 

test of these assumptions is whether work releasees have a lower rate of 

recidivism than a similar group of parolees who have not participated in 

work/training release. For purposes of this study, the definition of parole 

success was: Parolee did not return to an adult correctional institution, 

abscond, or die during the follow-up period. The follow-up period is 

defined as the time between the person's parole or discharge (within the 

period July, 1971 and June, 1973) and the cutoff date, August 31, 1976. 

Thus, the follow-up period varies from person to person. The follow-up 

period did not differ significantly between the control and experimental 

groups. Comparison of the distribution of parole dates yielded a chi 

square value .90. Persons who were returned to an institution or absconded 

are regarded as failures; deaths are deleted. 
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RESULTS 

Overall Comparisons: 

The first relationship examined parole outcomes for the entire work 

release and control groups. The resulting chi square of 5.757, significant 

at the .02 level, indicates a superior overall outcome for the work release 

group. Caution must be exerted in attributing the superiority of the 

work release group to their participation in the program because the work 

re1easees tended to have higher base-expectancy scores than the controls. 

Although this difference in B.E. scores did not attain statistical signifi

cance (.05 level), the 4.618 chi square value does exceed the .10 level, 

and certainly indicates an important trend. To control for this trend, 

comparisons were made of the subgroups, stratified on B.E. scores, as 

explained in the methods section. When so compared, the "highs" showed 

no significant difference, with a chi square value of 0.043. For those 

in the "medium" category, the 2.101 chi square did not quite reach the 

.10 level; for the "lows," the 2.846 chi square exceeded .10 but did not 

attain the .05 level. However, when the "medium" and "low" groups were 

combined, the resulting 6.100 chi square value was statistically significant 

beyond the .02 level, with the work release group showing a higher rate 

of success on parole. 

It should also be noted that the percentage of success was higher for 

work release than for nonparticipants at all B.E. levels, whether or not 

these differences achieved statistical significance. For persons with 

high B.E. scores, success of work re1easees exceeded nonparticipants by 

only three percent, a difference small enough to be easily attributable to 

chance variation. For medium and low B.E. groups, work releasees had 
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eleven percent greater success, and for persons with low B,E. scores? the 

difference was thirteen percent. Overall parole success of work releasees 

was nine percent greater than nonwork releasees. See Table 2 for these 

comparisons. 

Offense: 

The second group of relationships explored involved type of offense. 

The trichotomy typically employed in analyses by offense was adopted for 

this study. This trichotomy subsumes the general categories of "person

related" crimes, "property-related" crimes, and a residual category of 

"other" crimes. The person crimes are murder, manslaughter, robberY, 

assault, rape, carnal knowledge, and indecent liberties. Property crimes 

include burglary, larceny, auto theft, and forgery. A great diversity of 

offenses makes up the "other" classification of which narcotic offenses 

as a group constitute the modal category. 

The work releasees and nonwork releasees who were serving time for 

person-related offenses were nearly identical in regard to parole outcome, 

the chi square test yielding only a miniscule 0.00002 value. (See Table 3.) 

Parole outcomes for persons who had been incarcerated for offenses in the 

"other" category also were not significantly different for the experimental 

and control groups. The chi square value for this group of offenders was 

0.545. 

For property offenders, however, the difference in parole outcomes, 

yielding a chi square value uf 4.378, was statistically significant beyond 

the .05 level, favoring the work release group. Subdividing property into 

"medium" and "low" B.E. score groups yields chi square comparisons of 

0.916 and 3.026 respectively; the latter of which fell between the .10 and 

.05 levels. The differences between the medium and low groups were not 

statistically significant. There were no property offenders in the "high" 
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Base Expectancy Level 

High, Medium & Low 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Medium and Low 

TABLE 2: PAROLE OUTCO~ffiS FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NON

WORK RELEASEES, STRATIFIED ON BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE LEVELS 

Parole Outcome 
Work Releasees Non-Work Releasees 

Percent Percent 
Successes Failures Success Successes Failures Success 

713 258 73.4 119 66 64.3 

203 62 76.6 34 12 73.9 

346 117 74.7 53 27 66.2 

164 79 67.5 32 27 54.2 

510 196 72.2 85 54 61.2 

*Statistically significant . . 

Chi 
Square 

4.618 

0.043 

2.101 

2.846 

6.100* 

L-_____ , __________________________________________________ ~ ~ __ ~ 



TABLE 3: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASES AND NONWORK RELEASEES, 

BY TYPE OF OFFENSE, STRATIFIED ON BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE LEVEL 

Parole Outcome 
Work Re1easees Non-Work Re1easees 

Percent Percent Chi 
Offense/B.E. Level Successes Fai1u.res Success Successes Failures Success Square 

Person Offenses 168 47 78.1 26 8 76.5 0.000 
High B.E. 93 28 76.9 18 4 81.8 0.055 
Medium B.E. 74 19 79.6 8 4 66.7 0.418 
Low B.E. 1 0 100.0 0 0 

Property Offenses 374 156 70.6 71 47 60.2 4.378* 
High B.E. 0 0 0 0 
Medium B.E. 211 77 73.3 39 20 66.1 0.917 
Low B.E. 163 79 67.4 32 27 54.2 3.026 

I 
I-' 
.j::'- Other Offenses 138 46 75.0 20 10 66.7 0.546 
I 

High B.E. 90 30 75.0 14 6 70.0 0.039 
Medium B.E. 48 16 75.0 6 4 60.0 0.373 
Low B.E. 0 0 0 0 

*Statistica11y significant. 

.. 
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base expectancy score category, because one of the components of the base 

expectancy score is whether the parolee's present sentence is being served 

for a property crime. If it is a property crime, the B.E. score was reduced 

as the property versus nonproperty dichotomy has been determined to be one 

of the best predictors of parole outcome. The previously-noted difference 

in parole outcome between experimentals and controls who were in the "medium" 

or "low" combined base expectancy categories can be attributed to the pre-

ponderance of property offenders in these categories. Of the 543 persons 

in the "medium" category, 347, or 63.9 percent, are property offenders, and 

all but one of the 302 IIl0WSfl are property offenders. Table 3 shows the 

number of IIperson,1I IIproperty,1I and "other" offenders in each of the base 

expectancy strata. 

Age: 

The relationship of age to recidivism usually tends to be an inverse 

one; i.e., the older the parolee, the less likely he is to be returned to 

prison. To test the effect of age on the parole outcomes of the work re-

lease and control groups, four age categories were determined: less than 

25; 25-29; 30-34; and 35 and over. Twenty chi square comparisons were made: 

one to test the overall relationship, and 19 to test specific, subgroup 

relationships. None of these tests attained statistical significance. 

The comparison that most nearly approached statistical significance was 

the difference between the experimentals and controls in the "less than 25" 

bracket, which surpassed the .10 level but did not reach the .05 level. 

This trend, while failing to reach statistical significance, may suggest 

• 
that work release is somewhat more useful for younger parolees. The parole 

success/failure comparisons are shown as Table 4. 
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TABLE 4: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NONWORK RELEASEES, BY AGE 

Parole Outcomes 
Work Releasees Non-Work Re1easees 

Percent Percent Chi 
Age Successes Failures Success Successes Failures . Success Square 

Less than 25 354 139 71.8 73 43 62.9 3.118 

25-29 151 56 72.9 19 10 65.5 0.377 

30-34 86 21 80.4 12 3 80.0 0.098 

35 and Older 127 43 74.7 17 10 63.0 1.091 

I 
I-' 
0\ 
I 
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Public Assistance Recipients: 

Persons who tend to be economically dependent upon society might be 

deemed to be those for whom work release participation is potentially most 

beneficial. To test this a,ssumption, the experimental and control groups 

were subdivided according to whether or not the person had been receiving 

a public assistance grant at the time of arrest. For those who had not, 

work releasees and controls did not differ significantly in parole outcome. 

For those who had been on public assistance at the time of arrest, however, 

work releasees were more successful on parole, the 3.841 chi square attain

irlg the .05 level of significance (Table 5). Various comparisons between 

B.E. strata within the experimental group or between equal strata of the 

experimental and control groups were made, none of which approached 

statistical significance. 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse: 

Another subpopulation that seemed worthwhile investigating for possible 

significant effects from work release participation was composed of those 

parolees who had a history of either alcohol or drug abuse. Although work 

releasees with a history of alcohol abuse had a more successful parole 

outcome record than similar nonwork releasees, the difference did not 

reach the .05 level of significance (Table 6). 

Of those persons for whom the item regarding history of drug abuse had 

been reported as "yes" or "no" (922 experimentals, 179 controls) and not 

as "unknown" or "not reported," the work releasees compiled a significantly 

better parole success record (chi square of 4.064 significant at the .05 

level) than did the controls, the difference being found entirely within 

the subgroups manifesting a history of drug abuse. Nonwork releRsees with 
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TABLE 5: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASEES M~D NONWORK RELEASEES, 

BASED ON RECEIPT OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AT TIME OF ARREST, STRATIFIED 

ON BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE LEVEL 

Parole Outcomes 
Work Re1easees Non-Work Re1easees 

Percent Percent 
P.A. Status/B.E. Level Successes Failures Success Success\es Failures Success 

On P.A. at Time of Arrest 84 23 78.5 9 8 52.9 
High B.E. 0 0 0 0 
Medium B.E. 44 8 84.6 4 3 57.1 
Low B.E. 40 15 72.7 5 5 50.0 

Not on P.A. at Time of Arrest 585 223 72.4 108 53 67.1 
High B.E. 179 59 75.2 31 8 79.5 
Medium B.E. 285 101 73.8 49 23 68.1 
Low B.E. 121 63 65.8 28 22 56.0 

*Statistica11y significant. 

Chi 
Square 

3.841* 

1. 526 
1.124 

1.613 
0.142 
0.754 
1. 225 
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Alcohol 

History 

Yes 
No 

History 

Yes 
No 

or 

of 

TABLE 6: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NOm~ORK RELEASEES, 

BY HISTORY OF ALCOHOL ABUSE OR DRUG ABUSE 

Parole Outcomes 
Work Releasees Non-Work Releasees 

Percent Percent 
Drug Abuse Successes Failures Success Successes Failures Success 

Alcohol Abuse 

256 III 69.8 44 31 58.7 
416 144 74.3 73 32 69.5 

of Drug Abuse 

3114 143 70.6 50 39 56.2 
330 105 75.9 67 23 74.4 

*Statistically significant. 

Chi 
Square 

3.021 
0.800 

6.623* 
0.023 



a history of drug abuse had a significantly poorer parole success rate than 

did nonwork releasees without such a history. They also had significantly 

poorer. parole success rates than work releasees with a drug abuse background. 

The parole success record of this last group did not differ significantly 

from either nonabuse group. The reliability of the findings regarding drug 

abuse is somewhat questionable because the recorded information about drug 

usage may not be fully accurate. 

Since work release participation appears to be related to parole success 

for property offenders and for persons with a history of drug abuse, a sepa

rate examination (data not shown) of these two variables was made in order 

to determine whether these people complise one subgroup, the significance 

for wh;.:h is being double-counted, or if two distinct subgroups have been 

identi~ied. That two groups have, indeed, been identified is indicated by 

the fact that 48.1 percent of property offenders have a history of drug 

~buse, whereas 54.7 percent of nonproperty offenders have such a history. 

Race: 

Within the work release group, two counter-trends in the relationship 

of type of offense to a history of drug abuse, for whites and blacks, are 

evident. For whites, nonproperty offenders were found to be Significantly 

more likely to have a history of drug abuse than property offenders. For 

blacks, the reverse is true, but the difference is not statistically signi

ficant. Table 8 analyzes parole outcome by race, stratified on B.E. scores. 

First vs. Repeat Offenders: 

Some question might be raised regarding whether work rel,ease is equally 

effective for first-time offenders and reoffenders. As examination of parole 

success was made on the basis of whether the person was incarcerated for the 
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TABLE 7: CHI SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCE IN PAROLE OUTCOME 

FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NONWORK RELEASEES, BY HISTORY OF DRUG ABUSE 

Comparison Groups X2 
D.F. 

W.R./Drug Hist. vs 
W.R. w/o Drug Hist. 2.931 1 >.05 

Non-W.R. w/Drug Hist. vs 
Non-W.R. w/o Drug Hist. 5.812 1 <.02* 

W.R. w/Drug Hist. vs 
Non-W.R. w/Drug Hist. 6.623 1 <.02* 

W.R. w/o Drug Hist. vs 
Non-W.R. w/o Drug Hist. 0.023 1 >.80 

*Statistica11y significant. 
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Race/B.E. Level 

White 
High B.E. 

I Medium B.E. 
N Low B.E. N 
I 

Black 
High B.E. 
Medium B.E. 
Low B.E. 

Other 
High B.E. 
Medium B.E. 
Low B.E. 

TABLE 8: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NONWORK 

RELEASEES, BY RACE, STRATIFIED ON BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE LEVELS 

Parole Outcomes 

Work Re1easees Non-Work Re1easees 
Percent 

Successes Failures Success Successes Failures 

552 184 75.0 91 44 
141 33 81.0 25 4 
271 83 76.6 42 19 
140 68 67.3 24 21 

138 63 68.7 22 16 
59 26 69.4 8 7 
60 32 65.2 10 7 
19 5 79.2 4 2 

24 11 68.6 7 6 
3 3 50.0 1 1 

15 2 88.2 1 1 
6 6 50.0 5 4 

Percent 
Success 

67.4 
86.2 
68.9 
53.3 

57.9 
53.3 
58.8 
66.7 

53.8 
50,0 
50.0 
55.5 

=-'--_. ""'=-. 

Chi 
Square 

3.021 
0.167 
1.275 
2.585 

1.222 
0.852 
0.053 

0.370 





first time or was a recownitment (Table 9). The parole behavior of first 

commitments manifested no significant difference between work re1easees and 

controls; however, a chi square value of 6.111, significant beyond the .02 

level, gave strong indication that recommitments perform better on parole 

subsequent to participation in a work release program (see note bottom of 

table 9). 

Further analysis (data not shown), relating type of commitment of offense 

category, was conducted. Such analysis gave strong indication that, for the 

work release group, proplerty offenders are much more likely to be recommitments 

than are nonproperty offenders (chi square - 26.871, p ~ .001). For the non-

work release group, however, the distributions of first commitments and 

recommitments among prop\::.rty and nonproperty offenders are nearly identical, 

yielding a chi square value of only 0.002. It seems to follow from this 

analysis that the significant relationship between participation in work 

release and subsequent parole success for recommitments is primarily a re-

affirmation of a similar significant relationship for property offenders. 

The same population appears to have been identified according to two disparate 

criteria. 

To examine this last assertion, parole success/failure was compared for 

first commitment and recommitment property offenders. This offense group 

does not manifest a difference (chi square = 0.793, p ~ .70) in parole outcome 

by type of commitment. 

The superior parole success found for recommitments who have participated 

in work release, then, does appear to be a function of the number of recommitted 

property offenders comprise 52.3 percent of the first offenders but 73.6 

percent of the recommitments. 
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TABLE 9: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NONWORK 

RELEASEES, BY TYPE OF COMMITMENT 

Parole Outcomes 
Work Releasees Non-Work Releasees 

Percent 
Type of Commitment Successes Failures Success Successes Failures 

First 506 180 73.8 70 16 

Recommitment 128 65 66.3 44 44 

*Statistically significant. 

Other chi square computations: 

W.R. First Commitments vs W.R. Recommitments - X
2 = 3.785 

Non-W.R. First Commitments vs Non-W.R. Recommitments - X2 = 17.612* 

Percent 
Success 

81.4 

50.0 

Note: Further analysis of the data presented here shows that while 78.0% of the work release 
populations were first commitments, only 49.4% of the nonwork release group were first 
commitments. Since first commitments generally have better parole success rates than 
recommitments the work release population might be expected to have better overall 
success rates inspite of the fact that the two groups were closely matched on base 
expectancy scores. 

Chi 
Square 

1. 966 

6.111* 





~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------.--

Work Release and Parole: 

Work release is a situation that somewhat resembles parole in that both 

the work releasee and the parolees have "supervised freedom. ll The essential 

difference, however, is that the work releasee lives in an institution or 

special facility so that his freedom is much more restricted than is that of 

the parolee. 

Considering the similarity between the two situations, it might be 

reasonable to expect that successful completion of a work release program 

successes, work release program failures, and the control group of nonwork 

releasees. "Successful completion" of work release is definded as follows: 

1) resident paroled directly from the work release program; 2) resident 

returned to an institution upon completion of his/her work or training plan; 

or 3) resident returned to an institution for reasons beyond his/her control 

(e.g., lost job due to production lay-off; protective custody; lack of funds 

to continue training). Prognl.m failure were, for the most part, persons who 

escaped, committed a crime, or in some other way failed to adjust to the 

work release situation (e.g., alcohol or drug usuage or technical violations). 

First, the work release failures were compared with the controls with a 

resultant chi square of 0.389 (see Table 10) indicating no difference in parole 

outcome behavior. When the work release successes and failures were compared, 

it was found that the difference in successful parole outcomes between the 

success group and the failure group was highly significant (chi square = 15.74, 

p .( .001), with those who successfully completed work release having a much 

higher rate of success on parole. The work release success compiled a parole 

success rare of 76.0 percent, whereas only 60.3 percent of the work release 

failures were successful on parole. Hhen stratified on the basis of base-
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TABLE 10: COMPARISON OF PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK 

RELEASE PROGRAM SUCCESSES, WORK RELEASE PROGRAM 

FAILURES AND NON WORK RELEASEES 

Parole Outcomes 
Percent 

Successes Failures Success 

Successes 619 196 76.0 

Failures 94 61 60.6 

Non-Work Re1easees 120 66 64.5 

Chi square comparisons: 

W.R. Successes vs W.R. Failures; X
2 

= 15.736* 

W.R. Successes vs Non-W.R. ; X2 = 9.664* 

W.R. Failures vs Non-W.R.; X2 = 0.455 

*Statistica11y significant. 
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expectancy scores, the parole outcome differences within each stratum were 

not so great as that for the total groups. The "high" and "medium" base-

expectancy strata produced chi squares of 5.985 and 5.735 respectively, both 

of which were statistically significant beyond the .02 level. For the "low" 

stratum, the chi square value was 2.632, which lacks statistical significance. 

A final comparison was made for the work release successes and the nonwork 
v' 

releasees. This comparison produced a chi square value of 9.664, which is 

significant beyond the .01 level. 

Work vs. Training Release: 

Although the more generic term "work release ll has been used throughout 

this report to denote either a work program or a training program, it is 

often valuable to analyze the two types of programs separately. Such analysis 

was part of the Interim Report of this study. For the purposes of the 

present evaluation, the two types of programs were separated to determine 

whether there was any statistically significant difference in the parole 

outcomes of work releasees and training releasees. Since there was not 

2 (X =2.270, p~ .10), as shown in Table 11, work releasees and training re-

leasees are being considered as one group. Such consideration seems further 

justified by the fact that there is considerable amount of switching between 

programs, and some releasees are on both programs simultaneously. 

Variation Among Work Release Facilities: 

Among the various outs:l..de work release facilities, there was considerable 

variation in parole success rates of ex-participants, generally favoring the 

smaller facilities. Too few persons graduated from these small facilities, 

however, to provide a meaningful statistical comparision. Parole success 

rat~s, by facility, are shown in Table 12. 
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TABLE 11: COMPARISON OF PAROLE OUTCOMES BETWEEN 

WORK RELEASEES AND TRA,INING RELEASEES 

Parole Outcomes 

Success Failure Total 

Work Release 454 182 636 

Training Release 258 81 339 

712 263 975 

2 
X = 2.270 

-28-

Percent 
Success 

71.4 

76.1 

73.0 



TABLE 12: PAROLE OUTCOME FOR OUTSIDE WORK RELEASEES, 

BY FACILITY 

Facility 

Everett 

Hungerford Hotel, Seattle 

Longview House 

Western State, Steilacoom 

Comm-Home Inc., Pasco 

Pioneer House, Seattle 

McMahon Hall, UofW, Seattle 

Spokane County Jail 

Ronald Hall, Seattle 

Olympic College, Bremerton 

Hoquiam City Jail 

Whatcom County Jail, Bellingham 

Bishop Lewis House, Seattle 

Clark County W.R. Unit 

Marysville City Jail 

Vancouver City Jail 

Heath Hall, Seattle 

Total 
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Parole Outcome Percent 
Success Failure Success 

19 

30 

20 

68 

15 

35 

26 

14 

31 

7 

2 

3 

16 

2 

1 

2 

1 

292 

7 

15 

5 

42 

6 

7 

7 

3 

14 

o 
o 
o 

11 

1 

o 
1 

o 

119 

73.1 

66.7 

80.0 

61.8 

71.4 

83.3 

78.8 

82.4 

68.9 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

59.3 

66.7 

100.0 

66.7 

100.0 

59.2 





Education: 

The last personal factor that was tested against parole outcome was the 

highest grade completed in school. Although there is a tendency for parole 

success rates to be higher for persons who have completed a greater number 

of grades in school, such trend did not reach statistical significance (see 

Table 13). 

Program Costs: 

A comparison was made of the costs of incarcerating an inmate in a state 

penal institution or supervising him on regular parole, or maintaining him 

on work release. Table 14 shows the number of work re1easees from each in

stitution and the respective daily costs had they remained at the institution. 

For the 975 work releasees studied, the mean daily per capita cost had they 

remained at the institution would have been $19.47 less any room and board 

paid by the inmate. Daily per capita cost for maintaining these individuals 

on work release, accounting for room and board paid, was $11.90. These 

rates multiplied by the average length of stay of these participants on work 

release, 129.6 days, times the total number of inmates studied yields a cost 

of $1,500,715.30 for work release and $2,455,146.40 for incarceration. The 

per capita cost of maintaining a person on parole was $0.59 in 1973. The cost 

of supervising these persons would have been $74,405.21 had the work releasees 

been released on parole. 

Further economic impact is revealed by analyzing the disbursement of 

the monies earned by the work release participants. Of the 975 persons in

volved in the program, 636 were on work release and 339 took part in training 

release. Work releasees holding salaried employment during fiscal 1972 and 

1973 earned an estimated total of $650,753 (see Table 15). After paying $27,362 
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TABLE 13: PAROLE OUTCOMES FOR WORK RELEASEES AND NONWORK 

RELEASEES, BY HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED 

Parole Outcomes 

Work Releasee~/ Non-Work 2/ Releasees-
Percent 

Highest Grade Completed Successes Failures Success Successes Failures 

0-8 106 39 73.1 21 14 

9-11 282 117 70.7 62 34 

12 227 74 75.4 27 12 

>12 52 17 75.4 5 1 

l/A chi square value of 1.542 (N.S.) resulted from testing grade level against 
parole success for the work release group. 

~/A chi square value of 1.425 (N.S.) resulted from testing grade level against 
parole success for the non-work release group. 

l/Combines 12 and >12 categories. 

Percent 
Success 

60.0 

64.6 

69.2 

83.3 

_______ .... ___ --.:: __________________ ~ ________ iiiooioi. __________ ........ __ ~ _______ ~_~_ 

Chi 
Square 

1. 742 

1.083 

0.198-~j 

, 
~-~---~ 



-------~------------------



TABLE 14: COST COMPARISON OF WORK RELEASE, 

INCARCERATION AND PAROLE 

No. of Inmates 
on Work Release Daily per 

Institution 

Washington State Penitentiary 

Washington State Reformatory 

Washington State Reception 
and Correction Centers 

Purdy Treatment Center for 
Women 

Larch Mountain Honor Camp 

Clearwater Honor Camp 

Mean length of stay = 129.61 days 

Mean cost WR = $11.90/day* 

Mean cost parole = $.59/day 

72-73 Capita Costs 

249 $13.52 

316 17.10 

269 18.13 

126 40.67 

4 12.04 

9 13.66 

N=973 X=$19.47/day 

= $1,500,715 Work release - $11.90/day*x 973 x 129 days 

Incarceration- $19.47/day x 973 x 129 days = 

Parole - $ .59/day x 973 x 129 days 

*Per capita cost of $11.90 per day supplied by 
work release program administration. 
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74",405 

Daily Costs 
if Participants 
at Institution 

$3,366 

5,403 

4,876 

5,124 

48 

122 

E=$18,942/day 
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TABLE 15: ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED EARNINGS OF AND SELECTED DISBURSEMENTS 

FROM THE EARNINGS OF WORK RELEASEES 

Average Contribution 
Number Of For All Re-

Actual Re1easees Per Contributing leasees With Estima~,d 

Totals Contributing Work Releasee Earnings Totals-

Earnings $529,929 5l&~l $1,023 $1,023 $650,628 

Withholding Tax 22,282 161 138 43 27,348 

O.A.S.l. 8,296 160 52 16 10,176 

Room & Board 184,336 435 424 356 226,416 

Family Support 44,581 87 512 86 54,696 

Restitution 3,639 9 404 7 4,452 

Savings 71,349 339 210 138 87,768 

1/ Of the 636 persons on a work program, data for only 518 were available. 
2/ Estimated by mUltiplying the pro-rated contributions (column 4) by 636, the-total 

number of releasees with jobs. The assumption inherent in this estimation is 
that the earnings and disbursements for persons riot reported are similar to those 
reported. 



withholding tax, $10,187 OASI, and other deductions, the work r~lease parti

cipants paid $226,365 room and board, $54,745 family support, and $4,469 

restitution. Also, the work releasees were able to save a total of $87,617, 

which was kept in their personal accounts until they were either paroled or 

discharged. 
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DISCUSSION 

Before elaborating on the results of the present investigation, it is 

appropriate to consider just what evaluating the work release program means. 

Work release is not just one program; it is many, with many elements in 

common. For example, most work situations require employees to be on the 

job during specified hours and to be responsible for completing certain tasks; 

training programs usually require considerable study and class participation. 

Of greater importance to the individual work releasee than these general 

program similarities are the unique characteristics of his own program. The 

teacher or the employer may exert more of an impact on the releasee than 

does the particular course or job, and these supervisory personnel vary (in 

person and/or relationship) from one work releasee to another. If such 

relationships are important in the rehabilitation effort, then these unique, 

unknown variables have unmeasured effects on work release performance. 

In evaluating work release, it is important to bear in mind essential 

program features. For example, Washington's program makes use of the 

furlough law which makes it possible for individuals to leave the program 

for brief periods under conditions that are similar to parole. This provides 

staff with opportunities to observe how residents react to noninstitutional 

conditions before full release which is seen as a desirable feature in providing 

gradual reintegration into the community. Minimum supervision, at the same 

time, provides opportunity to fail, so that some of the failures as well as 

successes might be attributed more to the furlough policies within the work 

release program than to other program features. In other words, success or 

failure related to work release may be due to meaningful interpersonal rela

tionships, utilization of furloughs, or other variables which must be considered 
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as important characteristics of the total work release environment. 

Another difficulty with the analysis, inherent in the use of recidivism 

as a success criterion, is what Elmer H. Johnson (1968) calls the "erosion 

of treatment effect." The gist of this is that -the effect of treatment dimin

ishes with the lapse of time. Parolees are not released into a vacuum; each 

is subject to numerous influences. Their recency, frequency, and intensity 

may be more of a determinant of their day-to-day behavior than participation 

in a work release program at an earlier point in time. In its evaluation 

of Pennsylvania's Community Treatment Services Program, Informatics, Inc. 

(1972), elaborates this point: 

The responsibility for the change in behavior in individ

uals cannot be totally assigned to the Bureau of Corrections. 

Environment and life style affect individuals that are committed 

to the Bureau of Corrections and the return of these residents 

to that same environment may still have more of an impact than 

the time served and the program in which the residents partici

pated during their stay within the Bureau. Some state departments 

of correction in other areas of the United States have felt 

that the responsibility for the residents' performance upon 

leaving the institution should be limited. The State of Minnesota~ 

for example~ feels that it cannot affect the behavior of its 

ex-~esidents any longer than a period of two years. Some officials 

in corrections would doubtless consider this an extended limit. 

For the present study, in which the minimum follow-up period is twenty-four 

months, erosion of treatment may have run its course. 

Results of a study such as the present one must be viewed with some 

caution. But, since recidivism rates have been the most generally accepted 
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criterion of success, the results obtained by using such measures deserve 

consideration as representing, at least to some degree, the actual effective

ness of correctional programs. 

For the offender population included in this study, work releasees as 

a group tend to be somewhat more successful on parole than comparable nonwork 

releasees. Although many of the comparisons which make up this trend favoring 

the work release group are not statistically significant, the trend is 

consistently positive and may suggest significant relationships for specific 

subgroups of the offender population. Indeed, analyses relevant to various 

criteria do reveal some marked relationships. 

Perhaps the most noteworthy of these relationships is the positive 

correlation between work release participation and subsequent parole success 

for property offenders. Relationships such as this one, demonstrating 

positive effects of work release participation for at least some offenders, 

lend credence to the assertion that work release can achieve its intended 

results. 

Work release helps provide an incarcerated felon with a job or with 

training to secure a job so that the likelihood of his successful re-entry 

into society is increased. This is not to assume that vocational circum

stances are necessarily the most important determinant of parole succesS for 

all prisoners. For some, vocational adjustment has not been a problem. 

Overall, however, prisoners are generally considered less succe.ssful vocation

ally than are most nonprisoners with stable job histories, the exception 

rather than the rule in offender populations. 

It might be assumed that persons convicted of property-related offenses 

would be more in need of acquiring a satisfactory job or vocational skills, 

and, therefore, more likely to benefit from a program such as work release 
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than persons convicted of crimes not related to property. This assumption 

seems to be supported by the finding that the parole success rate was 

considerably greater for those property offenders who successfully completed 

a work release program than for the nQnwork release property offenders, whereas 

no similar discrepancy was found for nonproperty offenders. Gowdey (1974) 

found similar results in her thesis, covering 1969-1972. 

Although such data were not available for this study, an analysis 

relating job desirability factors to parole outcome might be productive. For 

example, are the jobs held by successful parolees more remunerative and more 

highly skilled than those held by unsuccessful parolees? Do ex-work release 

parolees tend to obtain and hold better jobs than parolees who did not parti

cipate in work release? Some studies have asserted that the kind of job held 

while on work release appears to be a substantial factor in eventual parole 

outcome. The contention is that a person who has an "undesirable" work 

release job tends to get locked into that kind of employment after release; 

a situation that may prove counterproductive to the purposes of the work 

release program. This needs further study. 

Analysis is also needed to determine the relationship between work 

release employment and employment subsequent to parole. Do work releasees 

keep the same job after parole, or are most work release jobs dumped soon 

after parole? Does the work release job or training program have a positive 

effect, negative effect, or no effect upon subsequent employment? Answers 

to questions such as these should produce a more valid evaluation than 

recidivism rates alone. 

Some further indication of the direct importance to parole success of 

having a job, and, therefore of the indirect influence of work release 

participation, may be inferred from the superior subsequent parole success 
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record found for those work release participants who had been on public 

assistance at the time of their arrest. Persons on public assistance would 

seem an appropriate target for a program such as work release. 

Another, apparently unrelated, group of offenders that seems to benefit 

demonstrably from work release is persons with a history of drug abuse. 

Reasons for this finding are not clear, but the information helps to identify 

subpopu1aUons which may be most likely to benefit from work release programs. 

Having identified two distinct subpopu1ations that appear to derive 

particular benefit from participation in work release, we should now examine 

one question asked about work release in general: "Is work release behavior 

a good predictor of parole success?" According to the results of this study, 

successful completion of work release is a good predictor of a successfu.1 

parole outcome. Such predictive value obtains for both "inside" work n~lease 

(residing in an institution) and "outside" work release (residing in a 

separate community work release facility). Table 16 gives these compalcisons. 

The predictive value of outside work release appears somewhat greater, which 

result might be expected from the freer, more parole-like situation of outside 

work release. The length of time on work release does not appear to be a 

strong factor~. However, persons on work release form four to six months 

did somewhat better than persons for either shorter or longer periods of 

time. The finding that the type of program (i. e. , -work or training) 

did not matter in regard to parole success deserves further analysis. 

On the other hand, the parole outcome behavior of those who fail on work 

release is very comparable to the control group of nonwork releasees, which 

would argue against any detrimental effects of work release participation 

upon the re1easees themselves. Work release appears to be positive for 

certain kinds of offenders and neutral for others, but not negative for any 

identifiable segment. Who, then should be placed in work release? 
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TABLE 16: COMPARISON OF WORK RELEASE SUCCESS/FAILURE WITH PAROLE SUCCESS/FAILURE 

FOR INSIDE AND OUTSIDE WORK RELEASEES 

Inside Work Release Outside Work Release 

Work 
Release Parole Percent Parole Percen 

Program Success Failure Total Success Success Failure Total Success 

Success 185 68 253 73.1 211 61 272 77 .6 

Failure 37 26 63 58.7 40 25 65 61.5 

Total 222 94 316 70.3 251 86 337 74.5 

x2 4. 335 (Signif!C!~l1t) x2 ~ 6.279 (Significant) 

.~--~-----------------------------.----~-





A thoughtful review of the literature pertaining to work release tends 

to support the assertion that nearly all prisoners who are going to be paroled 

or discharged should be placed on work release into the community. Such 

assertion is not difficult to justify regarding the influence of work release 

on the participants themselves: it might help; it won't do any harm; or it 

might save some money. It does provide an opportunity for~loser surveillance 

during the transition period. 

At the same time, it is contrary to the policy of many states, including 

Washington, to make all residents eligible for a half-way program. Lawrence 

Root (1973) lists the following kinds of background (with the number of state 

employ"ing each restriction) as bases for exclusion from work release participation 

in these states: violence (20), sexual crimes (18), narcotics sale (16), narcotics 

use (12), notoriety (12), and organized cri'me (10). He listed violence and 

notoriety as criteria for exclusion from the Washington State program. Root 

asserts that the exclusion of these offenders is counter-productive, primarily 

because these same people will soon be released anyway. 

The results of the present study do not provide justification for 

recommending work release participation beyond the sub-groups of property 

offenders and persons with a history of drug abuse; however, the potential 

transitional values of work release to inmates in general should not be dis

counted. Although such benefits might not be reflected in recidivism rates, 

the "quality" of many parolees' lives may be improved by work release partic

ipation. For example, work release might prepare many releasees to secure 

better jobs than they might have had otherwise. With a counselor available 

to each releasee, he should be better able to find suitable housing and to 
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be put in contact with relevant community resources of which he might other

wise remain unaware. In instances of marital conflict, the releasee and 

spouse might be better able to adjust to each other gradually than if they 

were suddenly together all the time. It seems reasonable to assume that the 

tension involved in the change from institutional life to the "free" life 

would be considerably reduced in a counseled, transitional situation. 

As long as the timing of work release placement is appropriate (e.g., 

within a few months of the prisoner's tentative or certain release date), 

it would seem that the public welfare is more enhanced than endangered by 

such placement. The work releasee is much more closely supervised than is 

the parolee, so that illicit acts are more likely to be detected. This 

increased supervision occurs at a time when the likelihood of return to 

criminal behavior is greatest; i.e., within the first few months after release 

from an institution. 

Although this report focuses on work release in isolation from other 

programs, it may be that while work release is for some persons a necessary 

(or contributing) condition for success, it is not by itself sufficient. 

Its effectiveness might be increased, for example, when coupled with other 

community-based treatment programs, such as speech therapy or family counseling. 

Financial data for work releasees were not collected in a standardized 

manner for fiscal years 1972 and 1973. Also, it appears that some of the 

collected data have been lost, presumably when the central location for this 

information was transferred. For these reasons, the financial data reported 

in this study is not used here as a basis for justifying work release over 

typical incarceration by cost effectiveness, although work release does appear 

to ease the tax burden to some extent. At the very least, one might argue 

that work release costs no more than institutional incarceration and justify 

work release on treatment, humanitarian, and public protection grounds. 

-42-



APPENDIX A 

Base expectancy, definition B, 12 months 

To obtain base expectancy score: 

ADD: 

.715 For all persons 

.109 For parolees that were married and/or 
had at least one dependent at time 
of commitment 

Sub-total (.715 or .824) 

SUBTRACT: 

From Sub-total subtract: 

.178 If the crime for which the present 
sentence is being served was a 
property offense 

.179 If the parolee has difficulty with 
alcohol and/or if alcohol was in
volved in the crime 

.062 If the parolee was committed to an 
institution as a juvenile 

.052 Times the number of technical viola
tions during the last period of 
community supervision 

Base expectancy score 

Definition B: 

Success: parolee was discharged from parole or continued 
on parole with no report of any kind of violation. 

.715 

Failure: parolee was continued on parole with at least one 
type of violation report, absconded, and/or returned to prison. 
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APPENDIX B 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEAL TH &ERVICES WORK OR TRAINING RELEASE PROGRAM 
SUMMARY REPORT 

(LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE) 2. SER !AL NUMBER 

:;. SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 

I I I I 
5, DATEAPPLIED 

FOR 
PROGRAM -'-_-.l.. ___ _ 

YR'I:d 
_. 1. __ l~_~LJ .. ~J .. _ 

DATE APPROVED 
FOR YR. MO. OA' 

PROG~AM 

7. TYPE OF PROGRAM 

__ 1. OJOB 
B. DATE PROGRAM 

STARTED 

16. TOTAL EARNINGS 17. TOTAL W H TAX 

__ ~l~~I_I_~J~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~_ 
22. TOTAL RESTITUTION 23. TOTAL SAVINGS 

ZIt YR. MO. DAY 
DA TE PROGRAM 

TERMINATED Fi:EASONS FOR TE RMINA TION: 

o 2B. SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED P'~OGRAM (REFERS TO TRAINING RELEASE ONLY) 

o 29. RELEASED ON PAROLE 

030. LAID-OFF DUE TO TERMINATION OF ""ORK BY E~~PLOYER 

o 31. ESCAPED 

032. LACKED APTITUDE FOR THIS ASSIGNMENT 

033. EARNINGS WERE NOT SUFFICIENT FOR EXPENSES 

034. DRINKING 

035. DRUGS 

036. OTHER LAW VIOLATIONS, F'ROSECtJTED? 37. 1. 0 YES 2. 0 NO 

o 3B. FAILED TO ADJUST TO WORK RELEASE ENVIRONMENT 

039. OTHER, SPECIFY ._----------------------_ ... _.- ----

~to\ WILL RESIDENT BE EMPLO\'ED AT SAME JOB WHEN PAROLED? 

1.0YES 2.0 NO 9.0 DOES NOT APPLY 

COMMEN TS (OPTIONAL) 

---- ------------------------_ ... --_ .... -~.- _._---_ ... -- .-------- --.. -- ._- .. - .. -

FORM -----------------------------FORM----------------------
COMPLETED COMPLETION 
BY: DATE: 

.11 1-33 '4 71' 
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